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Pursuant to the FCC's April 9th "request for comment on proposals to speed processing ofMMDS applications", I
hereby submit the comments below to address the FCC rules and related factors that significantly influenced my
filing as a sincere MMDS applicant. Further, these comments reflect my :firm position and opposition to any
consideration of a retroactive rule change that would apply to "settlement groups". OR\G\N~"

(a) As an adjunct to the efforts of Congress to re-regulate the cable industry, the FCC demons~poamon
that competition is a better approach, and that "wireless cable" technology could be a viable candidate to
foster a competitive industry. The obvious Congressional objective was for the FCC to create a filing
environment for the MMDS licenses that would~ qualified non-monopoly participation by average
Amc:n~ citizens through rule-making which would enable them to compete on eq~f\'lE'e
medIa gIants.

(b) An anti-monopoly initiative was apparent in the FCC's adoption of a "random selection~~ ~&~ry)
in lieu of an auction that would have sold the MMDS licenses to the highest bidd~oeRALea.tMUNICATIONS COMMISSIOO

OFFICE()f THE SECRETARY
(c) This anti-monopoly rule-making was emphasized by the FCC's adoption of its rules regarding "preference

credits" that would attract ordinary American citizens to the licensing process by crediting~
ping pong balls to minority applicants or applicants that do nm own controlling interest in a mass media.
Even more significant was the FCC's rules allowing alliance strategies enabling applicants to leverage
their risks through post-filing, pre-lottery "settlement groups".

(d) The FCC imposes rigid application criteria as a post-filing prerequisite without which applications could
nm qualify to be in the lottery. This criteria ruled that applications were to include complex engineering,
technical specifications, interference analysis, legal data and rmancial certification to demonstrate
feasibility as an application (if awarded the license) that could result in a developed MMDS system serving
the public. Accordingly, the preparation of an application to include the aforementioned criteria
can represent substantial costs to an applicant.

(e) In view of the considerable costs to prepare a viable application, there is substantially more at risk to the
applicant than a $155.00 filing fee! Understanding the risks, it was the FCC's own rule-making
to allow "preference credits" and alliance strategies that made these risks acce,ptable. In fact, without
the FCC's rules specifically allowing "settlement ~roups", the Congressional objective to create a filing
environment that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average American citizens would
have failed miserably!

Conversely, the FCC has implied that MMDS applicants who would be party to alliances are "insincere
speculators" with no real interest in seeing an awarded license developed to provide an MMDS
service to the public. This implication ignores the viability of an awarded license being shared by a
"settlement group" of co-owners with combined resources that coUectively represent greater finance ability to
foster a viable MMDS service. Ironically, the alliance concept of co-ownership appeals to applicants of a
sincere posture but proves less appealing to "insincere speculators" often having a "win-it-all" lottery
mentality.

(t) For the FCC to now even entertain a retroactive change in the alliance rules under which thousands of
applicants filed in good faith would be virtually unconstitutional! All due respects to law-making process
that would "grandfather" individuals that filed under the previous rules, the FCC should nevertheless
comprehend that to even consider any such retroactive rule change would still be a violation of the MMDS
applicantst trust and constitutional rights as American citizens. Alliance strategies, especially resulting in
"full settlements", greatly leverage the lottery risk for the applicant and, per the preference of
Ibe FCC, expedite Ibe admlni<tratlon ~/iLw:ds:=

MMDS Applicant: Si~~ Date C- 3 -9L
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Pursuant to the FCC's April 9th "request for comment on proposals to speed processing ofMMDS applications", I
hereby submit the comments below to address the FCC rules and related factors th~t. significantly ~~fluen~..l'W\L
filing as a sincere MMDS applicant. Further, these comments reflect my firm poSItion and opposition to
consideration of a retroactive rule change that would apply to "settlement groups". Fl ' ;.JiI

(a) As an adjunct to the efforts of Congress to re-regulate the cable industry, the FCC demonstrated a position
that competition is a better approach, and that "wireless cable" technology could be a viable candidate to
foster a competitive industry. The obvious Congressional objective was for the FCC to create a filing
environment for the MMDS licenses that would~ qualified non-monopoly participation by average
Am~ri~ citizens through rule-making which would enable them to compete on equal-foqlitlI~~
media gIants. RElit: IVI::U

(b) An anti-monopoly initiative was apparent in the FCC's adoption of a "random selectio~9' .ry)
in lieu of an auction that would have sold the MMDS licenses to the highest bidder.

FEDERAl. ~MUNICATIONS COMMISSIOO

(c) This anti-monopoly rule-making was emphasized by the FCC's adoption of its rules rBf{~r~~t~~nce
credits" that would attract ordinary American citizens to the licensing process by crediting~
ping pong balls to minority applicants or applicants that do 1lQ1 own controlling interest in a mass media.
Even more significant was the FCC's rules allowing alliance strategies enabling applicants to leverage
their risks through post-filing, pre-lottery "settlement groups".

(d) The FCC imposes rigid application criteria as a post-ftling prerequisite without which applications could
nm qualify to be in the lottery. This criteria ruled that applications were to include complex engineering,
technical specifications, interference analysis, legal data and rmancial certification to demonstrate
feasibility as an application (if awarded the license) that could result in a developed MMDS system serving
the public. Accordingly, the preparation of an application to include the aforementioned criteria
can represent substantial costs to an applicant.

(e) In view of the considerable costs to prepare a viable application, there is substantially more at risk to the
applicant than a $155.00 filing fee! Understanding the risks, it was the FCC's own role-making
to allow "preference credits" and alliance strategies that made these risks acceptable. In fact, without
the FCC's rules specifically allowing "settlement &royps", the Congressional objective to create a filing
environment that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average American citizens would
have failed miserably!

Conversely, the FCC has implied that MMDS applicants who would be party to alliances are "insincere
speculators" with no real interest in seeing an awarded license developed to provide an MMDS
service to the public. This implication ignores the viability of an awarded license being shared by a
"settlement group" of co-owners with combined resources that collectively represent greater finance ability to
foster a viable MMDS service. Ironically, the alliance concept of co-ownership appeals to applicants of a
sincere posture but proves less appealing to "insincere speculators" often having a "win-it-all" lottery
mentality.

(t) For the FCC to now even entertain a retroactive change in the alliance rules under which thousands of
applicants ftled in good faith would be virtually unconstitutional! All due respects to law-making process
that would "grandfather" individuals that fued under the previous rules, the FCC should nevertheless
comprehend that to even consider any such retroactive rule change would still be a violation of the MMDS
applicantst trust and constitutional rights as American citizens. Alliance strategies, especially resulting in
"full settlements", greatly leverage the lottery risk for the applicant and, per the preference of
the FCC, expedite the administration of the awards process!

MMDS Applicant: Signed ad /~.
•



Pursuant to the FCC's April 9th "request for comment on proposals to speed processing ofMMDS applications", I
hereby submit the comments below to address the FCC rules and related factors that significantly influenced my
filing as a sincere MMDS applicant. Further, these comments reflect my firm position and opposition to any
consideration of a retroactive rule change that would apply to "settlement groups". Q~\G.\~'f;\....

(a) As an adjunct to the efforts of Congress to re-regulate the cable industry, the FCC demonstrated~
that competition is a better approach, and that "wireless cable" technology could be a viable carKHdate to
foster a competitive industry. The obvious Congressional objective was for the FCC to create a filing
environment for the MMDS licenses that would~ qualified non-monopoly participation by average
Am~ri~ citizens through rule-making which would enable them to compete on eqUaJ4~e?:~
medIa gIants. H·

(b) An anti-monopoly initiative was apparent in the FCC's adoption of a "random selection~s9 .ry)
in lieu of an auction that would have sold the MMDS licenses to the highest bidder. SOOMUISSInl'FEOERAlC<J4MUNICATlON III lVI'

OFFICE-ClF THE SECRETARY
(c) This anti-monopoly rule-making was emphasized by the FCC's adoption of its rules regarding "preference

credits" that would attract ordinary American citizens to the licensing process by crediting~
ping pong balls to minority applicants or applicants that do llill own controlling interest in a mass media.
Even more significant was the FCC's rules allowing alliance strategies enabling applicants to leverage
their risks through post-filing, pre-lottery "settlement groups".

(d) The FCC imposes rigid application criteria as a post-filing prerequisite without which applications could
nm qualify to be in the lottery. This criteria ruled that applications were to include complex engineering,
technical specifications, interference analysis, legal data and rmancial certification to demonstrate
feasibility as an application (if awarded the license) that could result in a developed MMDS system serving
the public. Accordingly, the preparation of an application to include the aforementioned criteria
can represent substantial costs to an applicant.

(e) In view of the considerable costs to prepare a viable application, there is substantially more at risk to the
applicant than a $155.00 filing fee! Understanding the risks, it was the FCC's own rule-making
to allow "preference credits" and alliance strategies that made these risks acceptable. In fact, without
the FCC's rules specifically allowing "settlement &roups", the Congressional objective to create a filing
environment that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average American citizens would
have failed miserably!

Conversely, the FCC has implied that MMDS applicants who would be party to alliances are "insincere
speculators" with no real interest in seeing an awarded license developed to provide an MMDS
service to the public. This implication ignores the viability of an awarded license being shared by a
"settlement group" of co-owners with combined resources that collectively represent greater fmance ability to
foster a viable MMDS service. Ironically, the alliance concept of co-ownership appeals to applicants of a
sincere posture but proves less appealing to "insincere speculators" often having a "win-it-all" lottery
mentality.

(t) For the FCC to now even entertain a retroactive change in the alliance rules under which thousands of
applicants filed in good faith would be virtually unconstitutional! All due respects to law-making process
that would "grandfather" individuals that filed under the previous rules, the FCC should nevertheless
comprehend that to even consider any such retroactive rule change would still be a violation of the MMDS
applicants' trust and constitutional rights as American citizens. Alliance strategies, especially resulting in
"full settlements", greatly leverage the lottery risk for the applicant and, per the preference of
the FCC, expedite the administration of the awards process!

MMDS Applicant: SignG'1f ~C1 ,}\.~ Date Db ~L.....:q:.....~__
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Pursuant to the FCC's April 9th "request for comment on proposals to speed processing ofMMDS applications", I
hereby submit the comments below to address the FCC rules and related factors that significantly influenced my
filing as a sincere MMDS applicant. Further, these comments reflect my firm position and opposition to W
consideration of a retroactive rule change that would apply to "settlement groups". -n\~\~~~1

\)'t'\Q\ ~

(a) As an adjunct to the efforts of Congress to re-regulate the cable industry, the FCC demonstra~~Sition
that competition is a better approach, and that "wireless cable" technology could be a viable candidate to
foster a competitive industry. The obvious Congressional objective was for the FCC to create a filing
environment for the MMDS licenses that would~ qualified non-monopoly participation by average
Am~ri~ citizens through rule-making which would enable the"!' to compete onequ~~~
medIa gIants. H

(b) An anti-monopoly initiative was apparent in the FCC's adoption of a "random selection~s~ .~ry)
in lieu of an auction that would have sold the MMDS licenses to the highest bidde~OeRN..c{uMUNlCATIONSCOMMISSIOO

OFFICEOF lHE SECRETARY
(c) This anti-monopoly rule-making was emphasized by the FCC's adoption of its rules regarding "preference

credits" that would attract ordinary American citizens to the licensing process by crediting~
ping pong balls to minority applicants or applicants that do nQt own controlling interest in a mass media.
Even more significant was the FCC's rules allowing alliance strategies enabling applicants to leverage
their risks through post-filing, pre-lottery "settlement groups".

(d) The FCC imposes rigid application criteria as a post-filing prerequisite without which applications could
nQt qualify to be in the lottery. This criteria ruled that applications were to include complex engineering,
technical specifications, interference analysis, legal data and rmancial certification to demonstrate
feasibility as an application (if awarded the license) that could result in a developed MMDS system serving
the public. Accordingly, the preparation of an application to include the aforementioned criteria
can represent substantial costs to an applicant.

(e) In view of the considerable costs to prepare a viable application, there is substantially more at risk to the
applicant than a $155.00 filing fee! Understanding the risks, it was the FCC's own rule-making
to allow "preference credits" and alliance strategies that made these risks accej)table. In fact, without
the FCC's rules specifically allowing "settlement ~royps", the Congressional objective to create a filing
environment that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average American citizens would
have failed miserably!

Conversely, the FCC has implied that MMDS applicants who would be party to alliances are "insincere
speculators" with no real interest in seeing an awarded license developed to provide an MMDS
service to the public. This implication ignores the viability of an awarded license being shared by a
"settlement group" of co-owners with combined resources that collectively represent greater finance ability to
foster a viable MMDS service. Ironically, the alliance concept of co-ownership appeals to applicants of a
sincere posture but proves less appealing to "insincere speculators" often having a "win-it-all" lottery
mentality.

(f) For the FCC to now even entertain a retroactive change in the alliance rules under which thousands of
applicants fued in good faith would be virtually unconstitutional! All due respects to law-making process
that would "grandfather" individuals that filed under the previous rules, the FCC should nevertheless
comprehend that to even consider any such retroactive rule change would still be a violation of the MMDS
applicants' trust and constitutional rights as American citizens. Alliance strategies, especially resulting in
"full settlements", greatly leverage the lottery risk for the applicant and, per the preference of
the FCC, expedite the administration of the awards process!

MMDS Applicant: Signed ~. t~ ~/(.-------- Date .~ - ~ -1'2---
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Pursuant to the FCC's April 9th ·requestfor comment on proposals to speedprocessi~g ~fMMD~ apPliCatiO~ I .~?1~
hereby submit the comments below to address the FCC rules and related factors th~~ slgmficantly ~fluenced~ bJ;~
filing as a sincere MMDS applicant. Further, these comments reflect my firm position and opposition to any .~~
consideration of a retroactive rule change that would apply to "settlement groups". ' ....

(a) As an adjunct to the efforts of Congress to re-regulate the cable industry,the~FC d \ ted a. position
that competition is a better approach, and that "wireless cable" technology co )Je candl~te to
foster a competitive industry. The obvious Congressional objective was for th ~te'a fihng
environment for the MMDS licenses that would~ qualified non-monoJX>ly ~ lpation by average
Am~ri~ citizens through rule-making which would enable them to compete on'eqU~~~
media giants.

(b) An anti-monopoly initiative was apparent in the FCC's adoption of a "random selectio~s~ WJ2bry)
in lieu of an auction that would have sold the MMDS licenses to the highest bidder. IONSNWM'C!-'

FEDERAl. ca.lMUNlCAT VUIII~'
OFfICE~TH~SECRETARY .

(c) This anti-monoJX>ly rule-making was emphasized by the FCC's adoption of its rules regardmg preference
credits" that would attract ordinary American citizens to the licensing process by crediting~
ping pong balls to minority applicants or applicants that do nQ1 own controlling interest in a mass media.
Even more significant was the FCC's rules allowing alliance strategies enabling applicants to leverage
their risks through JX>st-filing, pre-lottery "settlement groups".

(d) The FCC imposes rigid application criteria as a post-filing prerequisite without which applications could
n.Qt qualify to be in the lottery. This criteria ruled that applications were to include complex engineering,
technical specifications, interference analysis, legal data and fmancial certification to demonstrate
feasibility as an application (if awarded the license) that could result in a developed MMDS system serving
the public. Accordingly, the preparation of an application to include the aforementioned criteria
can represent substantial costs to an applicant.

(e) In view of the considerable costs to prepare a viable application, there is substantially more at risk to the
applicant than a $155.00 filing fee! Understanding the risks, it was the FCC's own role-making
to allow "preference credits" and alliance strategies that made these risks acceptable. In fact, without
the FCC's rules specifically allowing "settlement I:royps", the Congressional objective to create a filing
environment that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average American citizens would
have failed miserably!

Conversely, the FCC has implied that MMDS applicants who would be party to alliances are "insincere
speculators" with no real interest in seeing an awarded license developed to provide an MMDS
service to the public. This implication ignores the viability of an awarded license being shared by a
"settlement group" of co-owners with combined resources that collectively represent greater finance ability to
foster a viable MMDS service. Ironically, the alliance concept of co-ownership appeals to applicants of a
sincere posture but proves less appealing to "insincere speculators" often having a "win-it-all" lottery
mentality.

(t) For the FCC to now even entertain a retroactive change in the alliance rules under which thousands of
applicants filed in good faith would be virtually unconstitutional! All due respects to law-making process
that would "grandfather" individuals that filed under the previous rules, the FCC should nevertheless
comprehend that to even consider any such retroactive rule change would still be a violation of the MMDS
applicants' trust and constitutional rights as American citizens. Alliance strategies, especially resulting in
"full settlements", greatly leverage the lottery risk for the applicant and, per the preference of
the FCC, expedite the admiDistra1 of the awa~pr!

MMDS Applicant: Signed!2X..J1
Uo, KCL~-«<.0r- Date{" --2Jj L-
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Pursuant to the FCC's April 9th "request for comment on proposals to speed processing ofMMDS applications", I
hereby submit the comments below to address the FCC rules and related factors that significantly influenced my
filing as a sincere MMDS applicant. Further, these comments reflect my firm position and oppositiPn~"~~
consideration of a retroactive rule change that would apply to "settlement groups". O~\~: G ,

f~ .1"

(a) As an adjunct to the efforts of Congress to re-regulate the cable industry, the FCC demonstrated a position
that competition is a better approach, and that "wireless cable" technology could be a viable candidate to
foster a competitive industry. The obvious Congressional objective was for the FCC to create a filing
environment for the MMDS licenses that would~ qualified non-monopoly participation by average
Am~ri~ citizens through rule-making which would enable them to compete on equaJJ~WJa..~
media giants. Ht:\Jt:

(b) An anti-monopoly initiative was apparent in the FCC's adoption of a "random selection~s9 .ry)
in lieu of an auction that would have sold the MMDS licenses to the highest bidder.

FE~AALCCllUUNlCATKlNS COMMISSIOO
'zed FCC ad . f . I OFFICEOF JHg SECRETARY(c) This anti-monopoly rule-making was emphasl by the's option 0 Its ru es regarding preference

credits" that would attract ordinary American citizens to the licensing process by crediting~
ping pong balls to minority applicants or applicants that do nQ1 own controlling interest in a mass media.
Even more significant was the FCC I S rules allowing alliance strategies enabling applicants to leverage
their risks through post-filing, pre-lottery "settlement groups".

(d) The FCC imposes rigid application criteria as a post-filing prerequisite without which applications could
nQ1 qualify to be in the lottery. This criteria ruled that applications were to include complex engineering,
technical specifications, interference analysis, legal data and f"mandal certification to demonstrate
feasibility as an application (if awarded the license) that could result in a developed MMDS system serving
the public. Accordingly, the preparation of an application to include the aforementioned criteria
can represent substantial costs to an applicant.

(e) In view of the considerable costs to prepare a viable application, there is substantially more at risk to the
applicant than a $155.00 filing fee! Understanding the risks, it was the FCC's own rule--making
to allow "preference credits" and alliance strategies that made these risks acceptable. In fact, without
the FCC's rules specifically allowing "settlement ~roups", the Congressional objective to create a filing
environment that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average American citizens would
have failed miserably!

Conversely, the FCC has implied that MMDS applicants who would be party to alliances are "insincere
speculators" with no real interest in seeing an awarded license developed to provide an MMDS
service to the public. This implication ignores the viability of an awarded license being shared by a
"settlement group" of co-owners with combined resources that collectively represent greater finance ability to
foster a viable MMDS service. Ironically, the alliance concept of co-ownership appeals to applicants of a
sincere posture but proves less appealing to "insincere speculators" often having a "win-it-all" lottery
mentality.

(t) For the FCC to now even entertain a retroactive change in the alliance rules under which thousands of
applicants filed in good faith would be virtually unconstitutional! All due respects to law-making process
that would "grandfather" individuals that filed under the previous rules, the FCC should nevertheless
comprehend that to even consider any such retroactive rule change would still be a violation of the MMDS
applicants' trust and constitutional rights as American citizens. Alliance strategies, especially resulting in
"full settlements", greatly leverage tbe lottery risk fortbe applicant and, per tbe preference of
the FCC, expedite the administration of the awards process!

MMDS Applicant: Signed ~ 01$~ Date 6-/~14
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Pursuant to the FCC's April 9th "requestfor comment on proposals to speed processing ofMggJi!~Ss~I
hereby submit the comments below to address the FCC rules and related factors th~t. significantl~liml~~r
filing as a sincere MMDS applicant. Further, these comments reflect my firm posItion and oppastm,n ttf any"
consideration of a retroactive rule change that would apply to "settlement groups". FEDEAlLcaAMUNICATlONSOOMMlSS1OO

OFFICEa: lliE SECRETARY
(a) As an adjunct to the efforts of Congress to re-regu.late the cable industry, the FCC dem~nstra.. ted a p<lsition

that competition is a better approach, and that "wIreless cable" technology could be a vlabl~~~ to
foster a competitive industry.. The obvious Congressional o~jective was for the FC~ ~o~~fin$ ,_
environment for the MMDS licenses that would~ qualified non-monopoly particIpation ~lPMragi'
American citizens through rule-making which would enable them to compete on equal-footing with the
media giants.

(b) An anti-monopoly initiative was apparent in the FCC's adoption of a "random selection process" (lottery)
in lieu of an auction that would have sold the MMDS licenses to the highest bidder.

(c) This anti-monopoly rule-making was emphasized by the FCC's adoption of its rules regarding "preference
credits" that would attract ordinary American citizens to the licensing process by crediting~
ping pong balls to minority applicants or applicants that do !lQt own controlling interest in a mass media.
Even more significant was the FCC's rules allowing alliance strategies enabling applicants to leverage
their risks through post-filing, pre-lottery "settlement groups".

(d) The FCC imposes rigid application criteria as a post-filing prerequisite without which applications could
n21 qualify to be in the lottery. This criteria ruled that applications were to include complex engineering,
technical specifications, interference analysis, legal data and rmancial certification to demonstrate
feasibility as an application (if awarded the license) that could result in a developed MMDS system serving
the public. Accordingly, the preparation of an application to include the aforementioned criteria
can represent substantial costs to an applicant.

(e) In view of the considerable costs to prepare a viable application, there is substantially more at risk to the
applicant than a $155.00 filing fee! Understanding the risks, it was the FCC's own rule-making
to aUow "preference credits" and alliance strategies that made these risks acceptable. In fact, without
the FCC's rules specifically allowing "settlement &roups", the Congressional objective to create a filing
environment that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average American citizens would
have failed miserably!

Conversely, the FCC has implied that MMDS applicants who would be party to alliances are "insincere
speculators" with no real interest in seeing an awarded license developed to provide an MMDS
service to the public. This implication ignores the viability of an awarded license being shared by a
"settlement group" of co-owners with combined resources that coUectively represent greater finance ability to
foster a viable MMDS service. Ironically, the alliance concept of co-ownership appeals to applicants of a
sincere posture but proves less appealing to "insincere speculators" often having a "win-it-all" lottery
mentality.

(f) For the FCC to now even entertain a retroactive change in the alliance rules under which thousands of
applicants filed in good faith would be virtually unconstitutional! All due respects to law-making process
that would "grandfather" individuals that filed under the previous rules, the FCC should nevertheless
comprehend that to even consider any such retroactive rule change would still be a violation of the MMDS
applicants' trust and constitutional rights as American citizens. Alliance strategies, especially resulting in
"fuU settlements", greatly leverage the lottery risk for the applicant and, per the preference of
the FCC, expedite the administration of the awards process!

/5l:? '7.i /
MMDS Applicant: Signed~7Pa<¥?jX' Date ~ - / - '7.2/
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Pursuant to the FCC's Apri19th "requestfor comment on proposals to speed processing ofMjjiQ);!~;,pI
hereby submit the comments b~low to address the FCC rules and related factors th~~ significantl~IHU1~JWtlicmr
filing as a sincere MMDS applicant. Further, these comments reflect my firm posItiOn and oppasHa>n t~ airy"
consideration of a retroactive rule change that would apply to "settlement groups". FEDERAl..ro.t MISSJOO

OFFICE" ARY
(a) As an adjunct to the efforts of Congress to re-regulate the cable industry, the FCC demoJU~ ~jjDn

that competition is a better approach, and that "wireless cable" technology could be a viable I ate to
foster a competitive industry. The obvious Congressional objective was for the FCC to create a filing
environment for the MMDS licenses that would~ qualified non-monopoly participation by average
American citizens through rule-making which would enable them to compete on equal-footing with the
media giants.

(b) An anti-monopoly initiative was apparent in the FCC's adoption of a "random selection process" (lottery)
in lieu of an auction that would have sold the MMDS licenses to the highest bidder.

(c) This anti-monopoly rule-making was emphasized by the FCC's adoption of its rules regarding "preference
credits" that would attract ordinary American citizens to the licensing process by crediting~
ping pong balls to minority applicants or applicants that do !1Qt own controlling interest in a mass media.
Even more significant was the FCC's rules allowing alliance strategies enabling applicants to leverage
their risks through post-filing, pre-lottery "settlement groups".

(d) The FCC imposes rigid application criteria as a post-filing prerequisite without which applications could
!1Qt qualify to be in the lottery. This criteria ruled that applications were to include complex engineering,
technical specifications, interference analysis, legal data and rmancial certification to demonstrate
feasibility as an application (if awarded the license) that could result in a developed MMDS system serving
the public. Accordingly, the preparation of an application to include the aforementioned criteria
can represent substantial costs to an applicant.

(e) In view of the considerable costs to prepare a viable application, there is substantially more at risk to the
applicant than a $155.00 filing fee! Understanding the risks, it was the FCC's own role-making
to allow "preference credits" and alliance strategies that made these risks aCceptable. In fact, without
the FCC's rules specifically allowing "settlement eroyps", the Congressional objective to create a filing
environment that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average American citizens would
have failed miserably!

Conversely, the FCC has implied that MMDS applicants who would be party to alliances are "insincere
speculators" with no real interest in seeing an awarded license developed to provide an MMDS
service to the public. This implication ignores the viability of an awarded license being shared by a
"settlement group" of co-owners with combined resources that collectively represent greater finance ability to
foster a viable MMDS service. Ironically, the alliance concept of co-ownership appeals to applicants of a
sincere posture but proves less appealing to "insincere speculators" often having a "win-it-all" lottery
mentality.

(f) For the FCC to now even entertain a retroactive change in the alliance rules under which thousands of
applicants filed in good faith would be virtually unconstitutional! All due respects to law-making process
that would "grandfather" individuals that filed under the previous rules, the FCC should nevertheless
comprehend that to even consider any such retroactive rule change would still be a violation of the MMDS
applicants' trust and constitutional rights as American citizens. Alliance strategies, especially resulting in
"full settlements", greatly leverage the lottery risk for the applicant and, per the preference of
the FCC, expedite the administration of the ~wards P"",,?l

MMDSApplicant: Signed~ )/ ~.y". {2 Dale (.!:z/9 2
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Pursuant to the FCC's April 9th ·requestfor comment on proposals to speed processing ofMMDS applications", I
hereby submit the comments below to address the FCC rules and related factors th~t. significanA~tViiD
filing as a sincere MMDS applicant. Further, these comments reflect my firm poSItion and opposItion to any
consideration of a tmoactiv~ rule change that would apply to "settlement groups" . ~~I

(a) As an adjunct to the efforts of Congress to re-regulate the cable industry, the FCC 100
that competition is a better approach, and that "wireless cable" technology could be a vnEfili TNjY
foster a competitive industry. The obvious Congressional objective was for the FCC to create a filing
environment for the MMDS licenses that would~ qualified non-monopoly participation by average
American citizens through rule-making which would enable them to compete on equal-footing with the
media giants.

(b) An anti-monopoly initiative was apparent in the FCC's adoption of a "random selection process" (lottery)
in lieu of an auction that would have sold the MMDS licenses to the highest bidder.

(c) This anti-monopoly rule-making was emphasized by the FCC's adoption of its rules regarding "preference
credi+.s" that would attract ordinary American citizens to the licensing process by crediting~
ping pong balls to minority applicants or applicants that do nQ1 own controlling interest in a mass media.
Even more significant was the FCC's rules allowing alliance strategies enabling applicants to leverage
their risks through post-filing, pre-lottery "settlement groups".

-
(d) The FCC imposes rigid application criteria as a post-filing prerequisite without which applications could

nQ1 qualify to be in the lottery. This criteria ruled that applications were to include complex engineering,
technical specifications, interference analysis, legal data and rmancial certification to demonstrate
feasibility as an application (if awarded the license) that could result in a developed MMDS system serving
the public. Accordingly, the preparation of an application to include the aforementioned criteria
can represent substantial costs to an applicant.

(e) In view of the considerable costs to prepare a viable application, there is substantially more at risk to the
applicant than a $155.00 filing fee! Understanding the risks, it was the FCC's own role-making
to allow "preference credits" and alliance strategies that made these risks acceptable. In fact, without
the FCC's rules specifically allowing "settlement &roups", the Congressional objective to create a filing
environment that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average American citizens would
have failed miserably!

Conversely, the FCC hasimplied tllat MMDS applicants who would be party to alliances are "insincere
speculators" with no real interest in seeing an awarded license developed to provide an MMDS
service to the public. This implication ignores the viability of an awarded license being shared by a
"settlement group" of co-owners with combined resources that collectively represent greater finance ability to
foster a viable MMDS service. Ironically, the alliance concept of co-ownership appeals to applicants of a
sincere posture but proves less appealing to "insincere speculators" often having a "win-it-all" lottery
mentality.

(f) For the FCC to now even entertain a retroactive change in the alliance rules under which thousands of
applicants filed in good faith would be virtually unconstitutional! All due respects to law-making process
that would "grandfather" individuals that filed under the previous rules, the FCC should nevertheless
comprehend that to even consider any such retroactive rule change would still be a violation of the MMDS
applicants' trust and constitutional rights as American citizens. Alliance strategies, especially resulting in
"full settlements", greatly leverage the lottery risk for the applicant and, per the preference of
the FCC, expedite the administration of the awards process!

MMDS Applicant: Signed 1f!{.;/il.tt;;;.



Pf-- '() /e C1 J- -gD RESPONSE TO FCC "REQUEST FOR COMMENT"

Pursuant to the FCC I s April 9th "request for comment on proposals to speed processing ofMMDS applications", I
hereby submit the comments below to address the FCC rules and related factors th~~ significflE~9
filing as a sincere MMDS applicant. Further, these comments reflect my firm posItion and opposItion to any
consideration of a retroactive rule change that would apply to "settlement groups". JUN - 9 19921

(a) As an adjunct to the efforts of Congress to re-regulate the cable industry, theFC~""'IOO
that competition is a better approach, and that "wireless cable" technology could be a"EIiO
foster a competitive industry.. The obvious Congressional o~jective was for the FC~ ~o CIld\\;
environment for the MMDS licenses that would ittmk.t qualified non-monopoly partlclpab'fIi be
American citizens through rule-making which would enable them to compete on equal-footing'wltll the
media giants.

(b) An anti-monopoly initiative was apparent in the FCC's adoption of a "random selection process" (lottery)
in lieu of an auction that would have sold the MMDS licenses to the highest bidder.

(c) This anti-monopoly rule-making was emphasized by the FCC's adoption of its rules regarding "preference
credits" that would attract ordinary American citizens to the licensing process by crediting~
ping pong balls to minority applicants or applicants that do nQt own controlling interest in a mass media.
Even more significant was the FCC's rules allowing alliance strategies enabling applicants to leverage
their risks through post-filing, pre-lottery "settlement groups".

.'

(d) The FCC imposes rigid application criteria as a post-filing prerequisite without which applications could
nQt qualify to be in the lottery. This criteria ruled that applications were to include complex engineering,
technical specifications, interference analysis, legal data and rmancial certification to demonstrate
feasibility as an application (if awarded the license) that could result in a developed MMDS system serving
the public. Accordingly, the preparation of an application to include the aforementioned criteria
can represent substantial costs to an applicant.

(e) In view of the considerable costs to prepare a viable application, there is substantially more at risk to the
applicant than a $155.00 filing fee! Understanding the risks, it was the FCC's own role-making
to allow "preference credits" and alliance strategies that made these risks acceptable. In fact, without
the FCC's rules specifically allowing "settlement &rou,ps", the Congressional objective to create a filing
environment that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average American citizens would
have failed miserably!

Conversely, the FCC has implied that MMDS applicants who would be party to alliances are "insincere
speculators" with no real interest in seeing an awarded license developed to provide an MMDS
service to the public. This implication ignores the viability of an awarded license being shared by a
"settlement group" of co-owners with combined resources that collectively represent greater finance ability to
foster a viable MMDS service. Ironically, the alliance concept of co-ownership appeals to applicants of a
sincere posture but proves less appealing to "insincere speculators" often having a "win-it-all" lottery
mentality.

(t) For the FCC to now even entertain a retroactive change in the alliance rules under which thousands of
applicants filed in good faith would be virtually unconstitutional! All due respects to law-making process
that would "grandfather" individuals that filed under the previous rules, the FCC should nevertheless
comprehend that to even consider any such retroactive rule change would still be a violation of the MMDS
applicants' trust and constitutional rights as American citizens. Alliance strategies, especially resulting in
"full settlements", greatly leverage the lottery risk for the applicant and, per the preference of

lbe FCC, expedite lbe administration of lbe awa~}'?:J! A

MMDSApplicant: Signed Yl1!kJc:/tztPrj~Dare ~



Date

p(2 7)k Ci RESPONSE TO FCC "REQUEST FOR COMMENT"
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Pursuant to the FCC's April 9th "request for comment on proposals to speed processing ofMMDS applications", I
hereby submit the comments ~low to address the FCC rules and related factors th~~ signifi~~@)
filing as a sincere MMDS applicant. Further, these comments reflect my firm position and o\JfX51ra'o'iilo

Wany
consideration of a retroactive rule change that would apply to "settlement groups". JUN - 9 19921

(a) As an adjunct to the efforts of Congress to fe-regulate the cable industry, theFCG:~~
that competition is a better approach, and that "wireless cable" technology could be a_••afilImRto
foster a competitive industry. The obvious Congressional objective was for the FCC to create a filing
environment for the MMDS licenses that would~ qualified non-monopoly participation by average
American citizens through rule-making which would enable them to compete on equal-footing witlt,the
media giants. OR\G\N~..

(b) An anti-monopoly initiative was apparent in the FCC's adoption ofa "random selection.pr~~d!iy)
in lieu of an auction that would have sold the MMDS licenses to the highest bidder.

(c) This a.'lti-monopoly rule-making was emphasized by the FCC's adoption of its rules regarding "preference
credits" that would attract ordinary American citizens to the licensing process by crediting~
ping pong balls to minority applicants or applicants that do 1lQt own controlling interest in a mass media.
Even more significant was the FCC's rules allowing alliance strategies enabling applicants to leverage
their risks through post-filing, pre-lottery "settlement groups".

(d) The FCC imposes rigid application criteria as a post-filing prerequisite without which applications could
nQ1 qualify to be in the lottery. This criteria ruled that applications were to include complex engineering,
technical specifications, interference analysis, legal data and rmanciaJ certification to demonstrate
feasibility as an application (if awarded the license) that could result in a developed MMDS system serving
the public. Accordingly, the preparation of an application to include the aforementioned criteria
can represent substantial costs to an applicant.

(e) In view of the considerable costs to prepare a viable application, there is substantially more at risk to the
applicant than a $155.00 filing fee! Understanding the risks, it was the FCC's own rule-making
to allow "preference credits" and alliance strategies that made these risks acce,ptable. In fact, without
the FCC's rules specifically allowing "settlement w>ups", the Congressional objective to create a filing
environment that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average American citizens would
have failed miserably!

Conversely, the FCC has implied that MMDS applicants who would be party to alliances are "insincere
speculators" with no real interest in seeing an awarded license developed to provide an MMDS
service to the public. This implication ignores the viability of an awarded license being shared by a
"settlement group" of co-owners with combined resources that collectively represent greater finance ability to
foster a viable MMDS service. Ironically, the alliance concept of co-ownership appeals to applicants of a
sincere posture but proves less appealing to "insincere speculators" often having a "win-it-all" lottery
mentality.

(t) For the FCC to now even entertain a retroactive change in the alliance rules under which thousands of
applicants filed in good faith would be virtually unconstitutional! All due respects to law-making process
that would "grandfather" individuals that filed under the previous rules, the FCC should nevertheless
comprehend that to even consider any such retroactive rule change would still be a violation of the MMDS
applicants' trust and constitutional rights as American citizens. Alliance strategies, especially resulting in
"full settlements", greatly leverage the lottery risk for the applicant and, per the preference of
the FCC, expedite the administration of the awards process!

MMDS Applicant: Signed~~
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Pursuant to the FCC's April 9th "request/or comment on proposals to speed processing 0/MJiJ~JzYJ;I?I
hereby submit the comments below to address the FCC rules and related factors that significantlymflu~~
filing as a sincere MMDS applicant. Further, these comments reflect my firm position and oppoMHlJn i07adY50'
consideration of a retroactive rule change that would apply to "settlement groups". FEDERAlC<J.tMUNICATIONSCOMMISSIOO

OFFICEOF lliE'~I{~RY
(a) As an adjunct to the efforts of Congress to re-regulate the cable industry, the FCC demonss·. n

that competition is a better approach, and that "wireless cable" technology could be a viab . e to ...
foster a competitive industry. The obvious Congressional objective was for the FCC to creal!'
environment for the MMDS licenses that would~ qualified non-monopoly participatiotfby average
American citizens through rule-making which would enable them to compete on equal-footing with the
media giants.

(b) An anti-monopoly initiative was apparent in the FCC's adoption of a "random selection process" (lottery)
in lieu of an auction that would have sold the MMDS licenses to the highest bidder.

(c) This anti-monopoly rule-making was emphasized by the FCC's adoption of its rules regarding "preference
credits" that would attract ordinary American citizens to the licensing process by crediting~
ping pong balls to minority applicants or applicants that do nQ1 own controlling interest in a mass media.
Even more significant was the FCC's rules allowing alliance strategies enabling applicants to leverage
their risks through post-filing, pre-lottery "settlement groups".

(d) The FCC imposes rigid application criteria as a post-filing prerequisite without which applications could
nQ1 qualify to be in the lottery. This criteria ruled that applications were to include complex engineering,
technical specifications, interference analysis, legal data and rmancial certification to demonstrate
feasibility as an application (if awarded the license) that could result in a developed MMDS system serving
the public. Accordingly, the preparation of an application to include the aforementioned criteria
can represent substantial costs to an applicant.

(e) In view of the considerable costs to prepare a viable application, there is substantially more at risk to the
applicant than a $155.00 filing fee! Understanding the risks, it was the FCC's own rule-making
to allow "preference credits" and alliance strategies that made these risks acceptable. In fact, without
the FCC's rules specifically allowing "settlement ~roups", the Congressional objective to create a filing
environment that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average American citizens would
have failed miserably!

Conversely, the FCC has implied that MMDS applicants who would be party to alliances are "insincere
speculators" with no real interest in seeing an awarded license developed to provide an MMDS
service to the public. This implication ignores the viability of an awarded license being shared by a
"settlement group" of co-owners with combined resources that collectively represent greater finance ability to
foster a viable MMDS service. Ironically, the alliance concept of co-ownership appeals to applicants of a
sincere posture but proves less appealing to "insincere speculators" often having a "win-it-all" lottery
mentality.

(t) For the FCC to now even entertain a retroactive change in the alliance rules under which thousands of
applicants filed in good faith would be virtually unconstitutional! All due respects to law-making process
that would "grandfather" individuals that filed under the previous rules, the FCC should nevertheless
comprehend that to even consider any such retroactive rule change would still be a violation of the MMDS
applicants' trust and constitutional rights as American citizens. Alliance strategies, especially resulting in
"full settlements", greatly leverage the lottery risk for the applicant and, per the preference of
the FCC, expedite the administration of the awards process!

MMDS Applicant: Signe'Lb.~""t·~·~~ Date 1.~\}I.9'L



ftC Vk C{ d- -'l () RESPONS~ TU J1LL "1UAJU~l l'UK \..Ul\'.l1\'Uod'l.l RI=~EIVED

Pursuant to the FCC's April 9th "request for comment on proposals to speed processing oftIMDrapp!ications", I
hereby submit the comments b~low to address the FCC rules and related factors th~~ significan9tJrrtlUJI1992fDY
filing as a sincere MMDS apphcant. Further, these comments reflect my firm posltlOn and OpposItion to any
consideration of a retroactive rule change that would apply to "settlement groups". FEllRN..C()fMUNICATlONSCOMMISSIOO

OFFICE<f lHE SECRETARY

(a) As an adjunct to the efforts of Congress to re-regulate the cable industry, the FCC demonstrated a position
that competition is a better approach, and that "wireless cable" technology could be a Via_Ie.
foster a competitive industry.. The obvious Congressional o~jective was for the FC~ ~o c. . g/ .. /.
environment for the MMDS licenses that would~ qualified non-monopoly partiClpati ~ ge;.Jil'
American citizens through rule-making which would enable them to compete on equal-foo~ "lth the
media giants.

(b) An anti-monopoly initiative was apparent in the FCC's adoption of a "random selection process" (lottery)
in lieu of an auction that would have sold the MMDS licenses to the highest bidder.

(c) This anti-monopoly rule-making was emphasized by the FCC's adoption of its rules regarding "preference
credits" that would attract ordinary American citizens to the licensing process by crediting~
ping pong balls to minority applicants or applicants that do !lQ1 own controlling interest in a mass media.
Even more significant was the FCC's rules allowing alliance strategies enabling applicants to leverage
their risks through post-filing, pre-lottery "settlement groups".

(d) The FCC imposes rigid application criteria as a post-filing prerequisite without which applications could
!lQ1 qualify to be in the lottery. This criteria ruled that applications were to include complex engineering,
technical specifications, interference analysis, legal data and rmancial certification to demonstrate
feasibility as an application (if awarded the license) that could result in a developed MMDS system serving
the public. Accordingly, the preparation of an application to include the aforementioned criteria
can represent substantial costs to an applicant.

(e) In view of the considerable costs to prepare a viable application, there is substantially more at risk to the
applicant than a $155.00 filing fee! Understanding the risks, it was the FCC's own rule-making
to allow "preference credits" and alliance strategies that made these risks acceptable. In fact, without
the FCC's rules specifically allowing "settlement &roups", the Congressional objective to create a filing
environment that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average American citizens would
have failed miserably!

Conversely, the FCC has implied that MMDS applicants who would be party to alliances are "insincere
speculators" with no real interest in seeing an awarded license developed to provide an MMDS
service to the public. This implication ignores the viability of an awarded license being shared by a
"settlement group" of co-owners with combined resources that collectively represent greater finance ability to
foster a viable MMDS service. Ironically, the alliance concept of co-ownership appeals to applicants of a
sincere posture but proves less appealing to "insincere speculators" often having a "win-it-all" lottery
mentality.

(f) For the FCC to now even entertain a retroactive change in the alliance rules under which thousands of
applicants filed in good faith would be virtually unconstitutional! All due respects to law-making process
that would "grandfather" individuals that filed under the previous rules, the FCC should nevertheless
comprehend that to even consider any such retroactive rule change would still be a violation of the MMDS
applicants I trust and constitutional rights as American citizens. Alliance strategies, especially resulting in
"fuD settlements", greatly leverage the lottery risk for the applicant and, per the preference of
the FCC, expedite the administration of the awards process!

MMDS Applicant: Signed >::1-.d-;e?~~ ~-~"--? >
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Pursuant to the FCC's April 9th "requestfor comment on proposals to speed processing ofMMDS applications", I
hereby submit the comments below to address the FCC rules and related factors th~~ significant1~~~
filing as a sincere MMDS applicant. Further, these comments reflect my firm poSItiOn and OpposItion to any
consideration of a retroactive rule change that would apply to "settlement groups". FEDERAlCa.lMUNICATIONSOOMMISSIOO

OFFICE{)f THE SECRETARY

(a) As an adjunct to the efforts of Congress to re-regulate the cable industry, the FCC demonstrated a position
that competition is a better approach, and that "wireless cable" technology could be a viable ~~fate to
foster a competitive industry.. The obvious Congressional o~jective was for the FC~ ~iSc~~"
environment for the MMDS licenses that would~ qualified non-monopoly partiCI e4*
American citizens through rule-making which would enable them to compete on equal-foot h-~
media giants. ../

(b) An anti-monopoly initiative was apparent in the FCC's adoption of a "random selection process" (lottery)
in lieu of an auction that would have sold the MMDS licenses to the highest bidder.

(c) This anti-monopoly rule-making was emphasized by the FCC's adoption of its rules regarding "preference
credits" that would attract ordinary American citizens to the licensing process by crediting~
ping pong balls to minority applicants or applicants that do nQ1 own controlling interest in a mass media.
Even more significant was the FCC's rules allowing alliance strategies enabling applicants to leverage
their risks through post-filing, pre-lottery "settlement groups".

(d) The FCC imposes rigid application criteria as a post-filing prerequisite without which applications could
nQ1 qualify to be in the lottery. This criteria ruled that applications were to include complex engineering,
technical specifications, interference analysis, legal data and f'mancial certification to demonstrate
feasibility as an application (if awarded the license) that could result in a developed MMDS system serving
the public. Accordingly, tbe preparation of an application to include tbe aforementioned criteria
can represent substantial costs to an applicant.

(e) In view of the considerable costs to prepare a viable application, there is substantially more at risk to the
applicant than a $155.00 filing fee! Understanding tbe risks, it was the FCC's own role-making
to allow "preference credits" and alliance strategies tbat made tbese risks acceptable. In fact, without
the FCC's rules specifically allowing "settlement ~oups", the Congressional objective to create a filing
environment that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average American citizens would
have failed miserably!

Conversely, the FCC has implied that MMDS applicants who would be party to alliances are "insincere
speculators" with no real interest in seeing an awarded license developed to provide an MMDS
service to the public. This implication ignores the viability of an awarded license being shared by a
"settlement group" of co-owners with combined resources that collectively represent greater finance ability to
foster a viable MMDS service. Ironically, the alliance concept of co-ownership appeals to applicants of a
sincere posture but proves less appealing to "insincere speculators" often having a "win-it-all" lottery
mentality.

(t) For the FCC to now even entertain a retroactive change in the alliance rules under which thousands of
applicants filed in good faith would be virtually unconstitutional! All due respects to law-making process
that would "grandfather" individuals that filed under the previous rules, the FCC should nevertheless
comprehend that to even consider any such retroactive rule change would still be a violation of the MMDS
applicants' trust and constitutional rights as American citizens. Alliance strategies, especially resulting in
"full settlements", greatly leverage the lottery risk for the applicant and, per the preference of
tbe FCC, expedite the administration of the awards process!

MMDS Applicant: Signed. _ Date _
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Pursuant to the FCC's April 9th "request for comment on proposals to speed processing ofM~~~~
hereby submit the comments b~low to address the FCC rules and related factors th~t. significantly wfB1~!1992,
filing as a sincere MMDS applicant. Further, these comments reflect my firm position and oppos'f'~&ll to any
conSideratiOn.of a retroactive rule change that would apply to "settlement groups". iil~T10NSOOMMISSIOO

U SECRETARY
(a) As an adjunct to the efforts of Congress to re-regulate the cable industry, the FCC detQ<t,1 aJOsition

that competition is a better approach, and that "wireless cable" technology could btfs. vilG e candidate to
foster a competitive industry. The obvious Congressional objective was for the FCC to create a filing
environment for the MMDS licenses that would iltta&t qualified non-monopoly participation by average
American citizens through rule-making which would enable them to compete on equal-footing with the
media giants.

(b) An anti-monopoly initiative was apparent in the FCC's adoption of a "random selection process" (lottery)
in lieu of an auction that would have sold the MMDS licenses to the highest bidder.

(c) This anti-monopoly rule-making was emphasized by the FCC's adoption of its rules regarding "preference
credits" that would attract ordinary American citizens to the licensing process by crediting~
ping pong balls to minority applicants or applicants that do nQt own controlling interest in a mass media.
Even more significant was the FCC's rules allowing alliance strategies enabling applicants to leverage
their risks through post-filing, pre-lottery "settlement groups".

(d) The FCC imposes rigid application criteria as a post-filing prerequisite without which applications could
nQt qualify to be in the lottery. This criteria ruled that applications were to include complex engineering,
technical specifications, interference analysis, legal data and rtnancial certification to demonstrate
feasibility as an application (if awarded the license) that could result in a developed MMDS system serving
the public. Accordingly, the preparation of an application to include the aforementioned criteria
can represent substantial costs to an applicant.

(e) In view of the considerable costs to prepare a viable application, there is substantially more at risk to the
applicant than a $155.00 filing fee! Understanding the risks, it was the FCC's own rule-making
to allow "preference credits" and alliance strategies that made these risks acceptable. In fact, without
the FCC's rules specifically allowing "settlement groups", the Congressional objective to create a filing
environment that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average American citizens would
have failed miserably!

Conversely, the FCC has implied that MMDS applicants who would be party to alliances are "insincere
speculators" with no real interest in seeing an awarded license developed to provide an MMDS
service to the public. This implication ignores the viability of an awarded license being shared by a
"settlement group" of co-owners with combined resources that collectively represent greater finance ability to
foster a viable MMDS service. Ironically, the alliance concept of co-ownership appeals to applicants of a
sincere posture but proves less appealing to "insincere speculators" often having a "win-it-all" lottery
mentality.

MMDS Applicant: Sig~~lfd

(f) For the FCC to now even entertain a retroactive change in the alliance rules under which thousands of
applicants filed in good faith would be virtually unconstitutional! All due respects to law-making process
that would "grandfather" individuals that filed under the previous rules, the FCC should nevertheless
comprehend that to even consider any such retroactive rule change would still be a violation of the MMDS
applicants' trust and constitutional rights as American citizens. Alliance strategies, especially resulting in
"full settlements", greatly leverage the lottery risk for the applicant and, per the preference of
the FCC, expedite the a ti of the awar ocess!

I
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Pursuant to the FCC's April 9th "request/or comment on proposals to speed processing 0/MMDS applications", I
hereby submit the comments below to address the FCC rules and related factors that significantly"enC1<l992,
filing as a sincere MMDS applicant. Further, these comments reflect my firm position and opposition to any
consideration of a retroactive rule change that would apply to "settlement groups". FEDERAL ea.tMUNICATIONS COMMISSIOO

OfFICEOF THE SECRETARY

(a) As an adjunct to the efforts of Congress to re-regulate the cable industry, the FCC demonstrated a position
that competition is a better approach, and that "wireless cable" technology could be a~l!~.ate to
foster a competitive industry. The obvious Congressional objective was for the FCC&~~. hQg
environment for the MMDS licenses that would~ qualified non-monopoly parti~t\W veRge
American citizens through rule-making which would enable them to compete on equatifooting with the
media giants.

(b) An anti-monopoly initiative was apparent in the FCC's adoption of a "random selection process" (lottery)
in lieu of an auction that would have sold the MMDS licenses to the highest bidder.

(c) This anti-monopoly rule-making was emphasized by the FCC's adoption of its rules regarding "preference
credits" that would attract ordinary American citizens to the licensing process by <?rediting~
ping pong balls to minority applicants or applicants that do !lQ1 own controlling interest in a mass media.
Even more significant was the FCC's rules allowing alliance strategies enabling applicants to leverage
their risks through post-filing, pre-lottery "settlement groups".

(d) The FCC imposes rigid application criteria as a post-filing prerequisite without which applications could
!lQ1 qualify to be in the lottery. This criteria ruled that applications were to include complex engineering,
technical specifications, interference analysis, legal data and rmancial certification to demonstrate
feasibility as an application (if awarded the license) that could result in a developed MMDS system serving
the public. Accordingly, the preparation of an application to include the aforementioned criteria
can represent substantial costs to an applicant.

(e) In view of the considerable costs to prepare a viable application, there is substantially more at risk to the
applicant than a $155.00 filing fee! Understanding the risks, it was the FCC's own rule-making
to allow "preference credits" and alliance strategies that made these risks acceptable. In fact, without
the FCC's rules specifically allowing "settlement wups", the Congressional objective to create a filing
environment that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average American citizens would
have failed miserably!

Conversely, the FCC has implied that MMDS applicants who would be party to alliances are "insincere
speculators" with no real interest in seeing an awarded license developed to provide an MMDS
service to the public. This implication ignores the viability of an awarded license being shared by a
"settlement group" of co-owners with combined resources that collectively represent greater finance ability to
foster a viable MMDS service. Ironically, the alliance concept of co-ownership appeals to applicants of a
sincere posture but proves less appealing to "insincere speculators" often having a "win-it-all" lottery
mentality.

(f) For the FCC to now even entertain a retroactive change in the alliance rules under which thousands of
applicants fIled in good faith would be virtually unconstitutional! All due respects to law-making process
that would "grandfather" individuals that filed under the previous rules, the FCC should nevertheless
comprehend that to even consider any such retroactive rule change would still be a violation of the MMDS
applicants' trust and constitutional rights as American citizens. Alliance strategies, especially resulting in
"full settlements", greatly leverage the lottery risk for the applicant and, per the preference of
the FCC, expedite the administration of the awards process!

MMDS Applicant: Signed<# tt.l. &-;; Dale ¥Zl,i.'h.
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Pursuant to the FCC's April 9th "request for comment on proposals to speed processing ofMMDS applications", I
hereby submit the comments below to address the FCC rules and related factors that significantly influenced my
filing as a sincere MMDS applicant. Further, these comments reflect my firm position and oppositi0.l.~y

consideration of a retroactive rule change that would apply to "settlement groups". ~~~~Ii.

<0> As an adjunct to the efforts of Congress to re-regulate the cable industry, the FCC deJIl()~~~sitiOn
that competition is a better approach, and that "wireless cable" technology could be a~i:te to
foster a competitive industry. The obvious Congressional objective was for the FCC to ekate a filing
environment for the MMDS licenses that would~ qualified non-monopoly participation by average
Am~ri~ citizens through rule-making which would enable them to compete on equal-f~~ ~\tb.tlle

medIa gIants. REllt: IV t:U

(b) An anti-monopoly initiative was apparent in the FCC's adoption of a "random selectiodltN'~'I~2ttery)
in lieu of an auction that would have sold the MMDS licenses to the highest bidder.

FEDERAl C<llMUNICATlONS COMMISSlOO

(c) This anti-monopoly rule-making was emphasized by the FCC's adoption of its rules ge=[fiQfil{~~Wi~fence
credits" that would attract ordinary American citizens to the licensing process by crediting~
ping pong balls to minority applicants or applicants that do nm own controlling interest in a mass media.
Even more significant was the FCC I S rules allowing alliance strategies enabling applicants to leverage
their risks through post-filing, pre-lottery "settlement groups".

(d) The FCC imposes rigid application criteria as a post-filing prerequisite without which applications could
nm qualify to be in the lottery. This criteria ruled that applications were to include complex engineering,
technical specifications, interference analysis, legal data and fmancial certification to demonstrate
feasibility as an application (if awarded the license) that could result in a developed MMDS system serving
the public. Accordingly, the preparation of an application to include the aforementioned criteria
can represent substantial costs to an applicant.

(e) In view of the considerable costs to prepare a viable application, there is substantially more at risk to the
applicant than a $155.00 filing fee! Understanding the risks, it was the FCC's own rule-making
to allow "preference credits" and alliance strategies that made these risks acceptable. In fact, without
the FCC's rules specifically allowing "settlement I:rolijls", the Congressional objective to create a filing
environment that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average American citizens would
have failed miserably!

Conversely, the FCC has implied that MMDS applicants who would be party to alliances are "insincere
speculators" with no real interest in seeing an awarded license developed to provide an MMDS
service to the public. This implication ignores the viability of an awarded license being shared by a
"settlement group" of co-owners with combined resources that collectively represent greater finance ability to
foster a viable MMDS service. Ironically, the alliance concept of co-ownership appeals to applicants of a
sincere posture but proves less appealing to "insincere speculators" often having a "win-it-all" lottery
mentality.

(t) For the FCC to now even entertain a retroactive change in the alliance rules under which thousands of
applicants filed in good faith would be virtually unconstitutional! All due respects to law-making process
that would "grandfather" individuals that filed under the previous rules, the FCC should nevertheless
comprehend that to even consider any such retroactive rule change would still be a violation of the MMDS
applicants' trust and constitutional rights as American citizens. Alliance strategies, especially resulting in
"full settlements", greatly leverage the lottery risk for the applicant and, per the preference of
the FCC, expedite the administration of the awards process!

MMDS Applicant: Signed '?f/'~f2.,dJ~ Date t:;; -- '6 -9~
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Pursuant t:J the FCC's April 9th ·request/or comment on proposals to speed proii.;JlllifMA!RfEtpJjJlicanons", I
hereby submit the comments below to address the FCC rules and related factors that slgftifi.Y: m1tuen~_my
filing as a sincere MMDS applicant. Further, these comments reflect my firm position and opposition t9~
consideration of a retroactive rule change that would apply to "settlement group!fJH 3 LI 2'1 FH '92 ~~

(a) As an adjunct to the efforts of Congress to re-regulate the cable industry. the FCC demonSlIateda~\
that competition is a better approach, and that "wireless cable" technolo~~ JieA!ilbA candi~.to
foster a competitive industry. The obvious Congressional objective was for tne"FtC d) trcYe a filing
environment for the MMDS licenses that would~ qualified non-monopoly participation by average
Am~ri~ citizens through rule-making which would enable them to compete on equ..~JWiJw~e

media giants. 11t:l.it:IV E:U

(b) An anti-monopoly initiative was apparent in the FCC's adoption of a "random selectidtU~rOCl~ttery)
in lieu of an auction that would have sold the MMDS licenses to the highest bidder. '<'Oll'\ll
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(c) This anti-monopoly rule-making was emphasized by the FCC's adopnon of Its rules regardmg preference
credits" that would attract ordinary American citizens to the licensing process by crediting~
ping pong balls to minority applicants or applicants that do nQt own controlling interest in a mass media.
Even more significant was the FCC's rules allowing alliance strategies enabling applicants to leverage
their risks through post-filing, pre-lottery "settlement groups".

(d) The FCC imposes rigid application criteria as a post-filing prerequisite without which applications could
nm qualify to be in the lottery. This criteria ruled that applications were to include complex engineering,
technical specifications, interference analysis, legal data and fmancial certification to demonstrate
feasibility as an application (if awarded the license) that could result in a developed MMDS system serving
the public. Accordingly, the preparation of an application to include the aforementioned criteria
can represent substantial costs to an applicant.

(e) In view of the considerable costs to prepare a viable application, there is substantially more at risk to the
applicant than a $155.00 filing fee! Understanding the risks, it was the FCC's own rule-making
to allow "preference credits" and alliance strategies that made these risks acceptable. In fact, without
the FCC's rules specifically allowing "settlement I:rou,ps", the Congressional objective to create a filing
environment that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average American citizens would
have failed miserably!

Conversely, the FCC has implied that MMDS applicants who would be party to alliances are "insincere
speculators" with no real interest in seeing an awarded license developed to provide an MMDS
service to the public. This implication ignores the viability of an awarded license being shared by a
"settlement group" of co-owners with combined resources that collectively represent greater finance ability to
foster a viable MMDS service. Ironically, the alliance concept of co-ownership appeals to applicants of a
sincere posture but proves less appealing to "insincere speculators" often having a "win-it-all" lottery
mentality.

(t) For the FCC to now even entertain a retroactive change in the alliance rules under which thousands of
applicants filed in good faith would be virtually unconstitutional! All due respects to law-making process
that would "grandfather" individuals that filed under the previous rules, the FCC should nevertheless
comprehend that to even consider any such retroactive rule change would still be a violation of the MMDS
applicants I trust and constitutional rights as American citizens. Alliance strategies, especially resulting in
"full settlementsII , greatly leverage the lottery risk for the applicant and, per the preference of
the FCC, expedite the administration of the awards process!

MMDS Applicant: Sign~~i/.~L Date #"2---



RESPONSE TO FCC "REQUEST FOR COMMENT"

Pursuant to the FCC's April 9th "requestfor comment on proposals to speed processing ofMMDS applications", I
hereby submit the comments below to address the FCC rules and related factors that significantly influenced my
filing as a sincere MMDS applicant. Further, these comments reflect my firm position and oP~iQon to any
consideration of a retroactive rule change that would apply to "settlement groups". ,. \ 't/IGINA/,

(a) As an adjunct to the efforts of Congress to re-regulate the cable industry, the FCC demonsfIUa-position
that competition is a better approach, and that "wireless cable" technology could be a viable candidate to
foster a competitive industry. The obvious Congressional objective was for the FCC to create a filing
environment for the MMDS licenses that would~ qualified non-monopoly participation by average
Am~ri~ citizens through rule-making which would enable them to compete on efJ!!aEI-~qti,qg~e

medIa gIants. H liI::IV t:u

(b) An anti-monopoly initiative was apparent in the FCC's adoption of a "random selectidijr;rocisA~ttery)
in lieu of an auction that would have sold the MMDS licenses to the highest bidder.
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(c) This anti-monopoly rule-making was emphasized by the FCC's adoption of its ruleW~Jnflr.c~~f~rence
credits" that would attract ordinary Amelican citizens to the licensing process by crediting~
ping pong balls to minority applicants or applicants that do nm own controlling interest in a mass media.
Even more significant was the FCC I S rules allowing alliance strategies enabling applicants to leverage
their risks through post-filing, pre-lottery "settlement groups".

(d) The FCC imposes rigid application criteria as a post-filing prerequisite without which applications could
!lQt qualify to be in the lottery. This criteria ruled that applications were to include complex engineering,
technical specificatioDS, interference analysis, legal data and rmancial certification to demonstrate
feasibility as an application (if awarded the license) that could result in a developed MMDS system serving
the public. Accordingly, the preparation of an application to include the aforementioned criteria
can represent substantial costs to an applicant.

(e) In view of the considerable costs to prepare a viable application, there is substantially more at risk to the
applicant than a $155.00 filing fee! Understanding the risks, it was the FCC's own rule-making
to allow "preference' credits" and alliance strategies that made these risks acceptable. In fact, without
the FCC's rules specifically allowing "settlement eroups", the Congressional objective to create a filing
environment that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average American citizens would
have failed miserably!

Conversely, the FCC has implied that MMDS applicants who would be party to alliances are "insincere
speculators" with no real interest in seeing an awarded license developed to provide an MMDS
service to the public. This implication ignores the viability of an awarded license being shared by a
"settlement group" of co-owners with combined resources that collectively represent greater finance ability to
foster a viable MMDS service. Ironically, the alliance concept of co-ownership appeals to applicants of a
sincere posture but proves less appealing to "insincere speculators" often having a "win-it-all" lottery
mentality.

(t) For the FCC to now even entertain a retroactive change in the alliance rules under which thousands of
applicants filed in good faith would be virtually unconstitutional! All due respects to law-making process
that would "grandfather" individuals that filed under the previous rules, the FCC should nevertheless
comprehend that to even consider any such retroactive rule change would still be a violation of the MMDS
applicants' trust and constitutional rights as American citizens. Alliance strategies, especially resulting in
"full settlements", greatly leverage the lottery risk for the applicant and, per the Preference of
the FCC, expedite the administration of the awards process!

MMDS Applicant: Signed C~~ Date F }.-7-? 2--


